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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-48 are pending in this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) Apatent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-2, 4-7, 9-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Duvillier et -at (or hereinafter "Duvillier") (US 2002/0073082) in view of Zakai et al 
(or hereinafter "Zakai") (US 6415372). 

As to claim 1 , Duvillier teaches the claimed limitations: 

"receiving an indication of a homeless replica of an object" as receiving a remove 
primary request, its swaps the primary and mirror assignments and other associated 
data structure information. The remove primary procedure may be evoked by a system 
modification request to cause a mirror data file to be reassigned as the new primary 
data and to remove the old primary data file from use in the persistent memory. The 
remove primary request is represented as an indication of mirror data file. The mirror 
data file is represented as a homeless replica of an object (page 8, col. Right, lines 36- 
53), 

"wherein the object has a plurality of replicas including the homeless replica" as 
storing copies of selected disk pages located in memory (page 4, col. Right, lines 10- 
12); 
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"determining an initial placement for the homeless replica, wherein the initial 
placement is one of a plurality of devices in a system" as after the swap operation has 
been successfully completed, the old mirror data file will be assigned as the new 
primary data file, and the old primary data file will preferably be assigned as the new 
mirror data file. This information implies that the system has determined an initial 
placement is primary data file as a device in a system (fig. 4, col. Right, lines 36-53). 

Duvillier does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "evaluating whether any 
replicas of the object can be swapped with one of a plurality of replicas of another object 
and not reduce a combined object availability of the two objects and swapping a replica 
of the object with the one of the plurality of replicas of the other object only if the 
swapping does not reduce the combined object availability of the two objects". 
Zakai teaches data availability will not be compromised by the swaps. The service 
processor 28 makes a check to determine whethe4r performing the swap will impact 
data availability. Availability is less affected if the storage subsystem 10 has multiple 
copies of the data to be swapped. If multiple copies exist, the swap of a storage volume 
A-G holding one copy does not reduce the overall availability of the data (col. 6, lines 5- 
15). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Zakai's teaching of data availability will not be 
compromised by the swaps. The service processor 28 makes a check to determine 
whethe4r performing the swap will impact data availability. Availability is less affected if 
the storage subsystem 1 0 has multiple copies of the data to be swapped. If multiple 
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copies exist, the swap of a storage volume A-G holding one copy does not reduce the 
overall availability of the data to Duvillier's system in order to reduce the network traffic 
that has to be generated to make a distribution decision, and reduces the complexity of 
such decision making. 

As to claim 2, Duvillier teaches the claimed limitation " wherein the replica of the 
object is stored on a first computing device, wherein the one of the plurality of replicas 
of the other object is stored on a second computing device, and wherein swapping the 
replicas comprises moving the replica of the object to the second computing device and 
moving the one of the plurality of replicas of the other object to the first computing 
device" as (fig. 4). 

As to claim 4, Duvillier teaches the claimed limitation "wherein both the object 
and the other object have a same amount of replicas" as (fig. 4). 

As to claim 5, Duvillier teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the object 
comprises a file" as (fig. 14, col. 8, lines 23-24). 

As to claim 6, Duvillier teaches the claimed limitation "a plurality of files" as (page 
3, col. Right, lines 56-59). 
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As to claim 7, Duvillier teaches the claimed limitation "a portion of a file" as (page 
3, col. right, lines 56-59). 

As to claim 9, Duvillier teaches the claimed limitation "randomly selecting the 
initial placement for the homeless replica" as (fig. 4, page. 8, col. Right, lines 42-52). 

As to claim 10, Duvillier and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 1, Zakai further teach the claimed limitation "determining, for each possible 
swapping of replicas of the objects, an object availability for each object; and checking 
whether any of the possible swapping result in a combined object availability of the two 
objects that is greater than the combined object availability prior to the evaluating" as 
(col. 6, lines 10-50). 

As to claim 1 1 , Duvillier and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 1, Zakai further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein combined object 
availability is not reduced if the availability of the object and the availability of the other 
object are no further from one another than they were prior to the evaluating" as (col. 6, 
lines 45-65). 

As to claim 12, Duvillier and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 1, Zakai further teach the claimed limitation "wherein the swapping results in 
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increasing an availability of the object and decreasing an availability of the other object", 
(col. 6, lines 5-1 5). 

As to claim 13, Duvillier and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 1 , Zakai further teach the claimed limitation "wherein the swapping results in 
decreasing an availability of the object and increasing an availability of the other object" 
as (col. 6, lines 5-15). 

As to claim 14, Duvillier and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 1 , Zakai further teach the claimed limitation "selecting, prior to the evaluating, 
as the object one of a plurality of objects that the computing device is responsible for 
maintaining" as (col. 5, lines 50-60; col. 6, lines 5-15). 

As to claim 15, Duvillier and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 1 , Zakai further teach the claimed limitation "randomly selecting one of the 
plurality of objects" as (col. 5, lines 50-60). 

As to claim 16, Duvillier and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 1, Zakai further teach the claimed limitation "selecting the one of the plurality of 
objects that has the lowest object availability" as (col. 5, lines 50-60). 
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As to claim 17, Duvillier and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 1 , Zakai further teach the claimed limitation "wherein the other object is one of a 
plurality of objects that a computing device is responsible for maintaining, and wherein 
the other object is randomly selected from the plurality of objects" as (col. 5, lines 50-65; 
col. 6, lines 5-15). 

As to claim 18, Duvillier and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter 
in claim 1 , Zakai further teach the claimed limitation "wherein the other object is one of a 
plurality of objects that a computing device is responsible for maintaining, and wherein 
the other object is the one of the plurality of objects that has the highest object 
availability" as (col. 5, lines 50-65; col. 6, lines 5-15). 

4. Claims 3 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Duvillier et al (or hereinafter "Duvillier) (US 2002/0073082) in view of Zakai et al (or 
hereinafter "Zakai") (US 6415372) and further in view of Mukherjee et al (or hereinafter 
"Mukherijee") (US 6466978). 

As to claim 3, Duvillier discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1 , 
except the claimed limitation "wherein the method is implemented by multiple computing 
devices in a serverless distributed file system". Mukherjee teaches serverless 
distributed file system (6, lines 45-50). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Mukherjee's teaching serverless distributed file system 
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to Duvillier and Zakai in order to provides admission control and resource allocation and 
maintains the data integrity issues associated with the file. 

As to claim 8, Duvillier discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1 , 
except the claimed limitation "a directory". Mukherjee teaches serverless distributed file 
system (6, lines 45-50). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Mukherjee's teaching serverless distributed file system 
to Duvillier and Zakai in order to provides admission control and resource allocation and 
maintains the data integrity issues associated with the file. 

5. Claims 19, 22-33, 35-37 and 39-41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zakai et al (or hereinafter "Zakai") (US 6415372). 
As to claim 19, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation 

"working, in conjunction with one or more other processors of another computing 
device, to determine whether a replica of a file managed by the computing device and a 
replica of another file managed by the other computing device can be swapped with one 
another to bring an availability of the file" as (col. 6, lines 5-1 5); 

"and swapping the replica of the file and the replica of the other file only if the 
swapping brings the availability of the file" as (col. 6, lines 5-15). 

Zakai does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "an availability of the other 
file closer; and the availability of the other file closer". Zakai teaches data availability 
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will not be compromised by the swaps. The service processor 28 makes a check to 
determine whether performing the swap will impact data availability. Availability is less 
affected if the storage subsystem 10 has multiple copies of the data to be swapped. If 
multiple copies exist, the swap of a storage volume A-G holding one copy does not 
reduce the overall availability of the data. The above information indicates that when 
system determine availability of the data, the system already bring availability of other 
file closer (col. 6, lines 5-15). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Zakai's teaching of data availability will not be 
compromised by the swaps. The service processor 28 makes a check to determine 
whether performing the swap will impact data availability. Availability is less affected if 
the storage subsystem 10 has multiple copies of the data to be swapped. If multiple 
copies exist, the swap of a storage volume A-G holding one copy does not reduce the 
overall availability of the data to Duvillier's system in order to reduce the network traffic 
that has to be generated to make a distribution decision, and reduces the complexity of 
such decision making. 

As to claim 22, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the file represents a 
plurality of files" as (col. 4, lines 45-50; col. 10, lines 25-30). 

As to claim 23, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the file represents a 
portion of another file" as (col. 4, lines 45-50; col. 10, lines 25-30). 
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As to claim 24, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the file represents a 
folder as (col. 4, lines 10-15). 

As to claim 25, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "receiving an indication of a 
homeless replica of the file; and determining an initial placement, on one of a plurality of 
additional computing devices, for the homeless replica" as (col. 6, lines 6-15). 

As to claim 26, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation wherein determining the 
initial placement comprises randomly selecting the initial placement for the homeless 
replica" as (col. 5, lines 50-60). 

As to claim 27, Zakai discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 20, 
except the claimed limitation "wherein the plurality of additional computing devices 
exclude any computing device on which a replica of the file is already stored" as (col. 3, 
lines 30-35). 

A to claim 28, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the file is selected 
randomly from a plurality of files managed by the computing device, and wherein the 
other file is selected randomly from another plurality of files managed by the other 
computing device" as (col. 5, lines 50-60). 
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As to claim 29, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the file is selected 
as the one of a plurality of files managed by the computing device having a lowest file 
availability, and the other file is selected randomly from another plurality of files 
managed by the other computing device" as (col. 6, lines 5-15). 

As to claim 30, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the file is selected 
as the one of a plurality of files managed by the computing device having a lowest file 
availability, and the other file is selected as the one of another plurality of files managed 
by the other computing device having a highest file availability" as (col. 5, lines 50-65; 
col. 6, lines 5-15). 

As to claim 31, Zakai discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 19, 
except the claimed limitation "wherein the computing devices is part of a directory group 
that is collectively responsible for managing a plurality of files including the file, and 
wherein the other computing device is part of another directory group that is collectively 
responsible for managing another plurality of files including the other file". 

As to claim 32, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the one or more 
processors of a computing device and the one or more other processors of another 
computing device are the same processors of the same computing device" as (col. 3, 
lines 50-65; col. 4, lines 1-25). 
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As to claim 33, Zakai teaches the claimed limitations: 

" a first plurality of computing devices storing files" as host devices storing file 
(fig. 1A; col. 3, lines 3-25); 

"a second plurality of computing devices managing storage of the files" as 
storage devices storing file (fig. 1A, col. 3, lines 3-15); 

" wherein a first computing device of the second plurality of computing devices 
selects a file for which it manages storage and communicates with a second computing 
device of the second plurality of computing devices to determine whether a replica of 
the file and a replica of another file for which the second computing device manages 
storage can be swapped in order to improve a combined file availability" as data 
availability will not be compromised by the swaps. The service processor 28 makes a 
check to determine whether performing the swap will impact data availability. 
Availability is less affected if the storage subsystem 10 has multiple copies of the data 
to be swapped. If multiple copies exist, the swap of a storage volume A-G holding one 
copy does not reduce the overall availability of the data (col. 6, lines 5-15). 

Zakai does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation 

"if the replicas can be swapped to improve the combined file availability, then 
instructing the one of the first plurality of computing devices on which the replica of the 
file is stored to transfer the replica of the file to the one of the first plurality of computing 
devices on which the replica of the other file is stored, and instructing the one of the first 
plurality of computing devices on which the replica of the other file is stored to transfer 
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the replica of the other file to the one of the first plurality of computing devices on which 
the replica of the file is stored". 

However, Zakai teaches that data availability will not be compromised by the 
swaps. The service processor 28 makes a check to determine whethe4r performing the 
swap will impact data availability. Availability is less affected if the storage subsystem 
10 has multiple copies of the data to be swapped. If multiple copies exist, the swap of a 
storage volume A-G holding one copy does not reduce the overall availability of the 
data. To implement priorities stored in file 50, the service processor searches for swaps 
of storage volumes A-G, in two stages, for each pair of storage devices 15-17. First the 
service processor searches for swaps of storage volumes A-G of a pair of devices 15 
and 16. At step 59, the service processor 28 uses a search methodology to select data 
swaps that decrease workload imbalances by more than a threshold amount. The 
above information implies that system has included instructing to transfer data from one 
device to another device (col. 6, lines 5-55). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Zakai's teaching of data availability will not be 
compromised by the swaps. The service processor 28 makes a check to determine 
whethe4r performing the swap will impact data availability. Availability is less affected if 
the storage subsystem 10 has multiple copies of the data to be swapped. If multiple 
copies exist, the swap of a storage volume A-G holding one copy does not reduce the 
overall availability of the data. To implement priorities stored in file 50, the service 
processor searches for swaps of storage volumes A-G, in two stages, for each pair of 
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storage devices 15-17. First the service processor searches for swaps of storage 
volumes A-G of a pair of devices 15 and 16. At step 59, the service processor 28 uses a 
search methodology to select data swaps that decrease workload imbalances by more 
than a threshold amount in order to improve availability of a data without blocking 
access to data stored in storage devices. 

As to claim 35, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the second plurality 
of computing devices further receives an indication of a homeless replica of the file, and 
randomly selects, as a computing device on which to store the homeless replica, one of 
the first plurality of computing devices on which no other replica of the file is already 
stored" as (col. 6, lines 50-60). 

AS to claim 36, Zakai teaches the claimed limitations: 

"initially place replicas of a file on different ones of a plurality of devices using a 
first process" as (col. 6, lines 45-50); 

"and subsequently improve the placement of replicas of a plurality of files by 
evaluating whether any replicas of a first file can be swapped with any replicas of a 
second file without a reduction in the combined file availability of the first and second 
files" as (col. 6, lines 15-25). 

Zakai does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "swapping a replica of the 
first file with a replica of the second file if the swapping results in no reduction in the 
combined file availability of the first and second files". However, Zakai teaches that if 



Application/Control Number: 10/092,994 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2172 

swapping compromises data availability, the swap is not performed (col. 6, lines 10-15). 
This information indicates that the system just swaps data of devices if data availability 
without a reduction. 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Zakai's teaching of if swapping compromises data 
availability, the swap is not performed in order to improve availability of a data without 
blocking access to data stored in storage devices. 

As to claim 37, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the first process 
comprises random selection" as (col. 5, lines 60-65). 

As to claim 39, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the first file is 
selected randomly from a first plurality of files, and wherein the second file is selected 
randomly from a second plurality of files" as (col. 5, lines 60-65; col. 6, lines 45-60) 

As to claim 40, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the first file is 
selected as the one of a first plurality of files having a lowest file availability, and the 
second file is selected randomly from a second plurality of files" as (col. 7, lines 20-40). 

As to claim 41, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation" wherein the first file is 
selected as the one of a first plurality of files managed having a lowest file availability, 
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and the second file is selected as the one of a second plurality of files having a highest 
file availability" as (col. 7, lines 10-30; col. 6, lines 15-25). 

6. Claims 20 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zakai in view of Rabinovich (US 6484204). 

As to claim 20, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation "communicating with a first 
device on which the replica of the file is stored and a second device on which the replica 
of the other file is stored to have the first device transfer the replica of the file to the 
second device and delete the replica of the file on the first device, and to have the 
second device transfer the replica of the other file to the first device" as (col. 6, lines 45- 
60). Zakai does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "delete the replica of the other 
file on the second device". Rabinovich teaches delete a selected replica (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Rabinovich's teaching of deleting a selected replica to 
Zakai's system in order to maintain a replica in a storage system. 

As to claim 38, Zakai teaches the claimed limitation " wherein swapping the 
replica of the first file with the replica of the second file comprises communicating with a 
first device on which the replica of the first file is stored and a second device on which 
the replica of the second file is stored to have the first device transfer the replica of the 
first file to the second device and delete the replica of the first file on the first device, 
and to have the second device transfer the replica of the second file to the first device" 
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as (col. 6, lines 45-55). Zakai does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "delete the 
replica of the second file on the second device". Rabinovich teaches delete a selected 
replica (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Rabinovich's teaching of deleting a selected replica to 
Zakai's system in order to maintain a replica in a storage system and to save memory 
space. 

7. Claims 21 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zakai in view of Mukherjee. 

As to claim 21, Zakai discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 19, 
except the claimed limitation "wherein the one or more processors are part of a device 
in a server less distributed file system". Mukherjee teaches serverless distributed file 
system (6, lines 45-50). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Mukherjee's teaching serverless distributed file system 
to Zakai's system in order to provides admission control and resource allocation and 
maintains the data integrity issues associated with the file. 

As to claim 34, Zakai discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in claim 1 9, 
except the claimed limitation "wherein the second plurality of computing devices 
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comprise one or more directory groups". Mukherjee teaches file system (col. 7, lines 
34-35). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Mukherjee's teaching file system to Zakai's system in 
order to store data in hierarchy. 

8. Claims 42-44 and 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Falls in view of Zakai. 

As to claim 42, Falls teaches the claimed limitations: 

"selecting another directory group to participate with in a replica placement 
improvement process" as (col. 3 f lines 65-67 ; col. 4, lines 1-5); 

"selecting a file maintained by the directory group" as (col. 3, lines 65-67; col. 4, 
lines 1-5). 

Falls does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "determining whether 
exchanging a replica of the file with a replica of another file maintained by the other 
directory group will increase a combined file availability of the files; having the replica of 
the file and the replica of the other file exchanged if exchanging the replicas will 
increase the combined file availability of the files". Zakai teaches data availability will 
not be compromised by the swaps. The service processor 28 makes a check to 
determine whethe4r performing the swap will impact data availability. Availability is less 
affected if the storage subsystem 1 0 has multiple copies of the data to be swapped. If 
multiple copies exist, the swap of a storage volume A-G holding one copy does not 



Application/Control Number: 10/092,994 Page 19 

Art Unit: 2172 

reduce the overall availability of the data. To implement priorities stored in file 50, the 
service processor searches for swaps of storage volumes A-G, in two stages, for each 
pair of storage devices 15-17. First the service processor searches for swaps of 
storage volumes A-G of a pair of devices 15 and 16. At step 59, the service processor 
28 uses a search methodology to select data swaps that decrease workload imbalances 
by more than a threshold amount (col. 6, lines 5-55). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Zakai's teaching of data availability will not be 
compromised by the swaps. The service processor 28 makes a check to determine 
whethe4r performing the swap will impact data availability. Availability is less affected if 
the storage subsystem 10 has multiple copies of the data to be swapped. If multiple 
copies exist, the swap of a storage volume A-G holding one copy does not reduce the 
overall availability of the data. To implement priorities stored in file 50, the service 
processor searches for swaps of storage volumes A-G, in two stages, for each pair of 
storage devices 15-1 7. First the service processor searches for swaps of storage 
volumes A-G of a pair of devices 15 and 16. At step 59, the service processor 28 uses a 
search methodology to select data swaps that decrease workload imbalances by more 
than a threshold amount in order to improve availability of a data without blocking 
access to data stored in storage devices. 

As to claim 43, Falls and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 42, except the claimed limitation Zakai further teaches "receiving, at the directory 
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group, an indication of a homeless replica of the file; and selecting, as a computing 
device on which to store the homeless replica, one of a plurality of computing devices 
on which no other replica of the file is already stored" as (col. 4, lines 45-60). 

As to claim 44, Falls teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the selecting 
comprises randomly selecting" as (col. 3, lines 65-67). 

As to claim 46, Falls teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the file is selected 
randomly from a plurality of files managed by the directory group, and wherein the other 
file is selected randomly from another plurality of files managed by the other directory 
group" as (col. 3, lines 55-67). 

As to claim 47, Falls and Zakai discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 42, Zakai further teach the claimed limitation "wherein the file is selected as the 
one of a plurality of files managed by the directory group having a lowest file availability, 
and the other file is selected randomly from another plurality of files managed by the 
other directory group" (col. 6, lines 5-15). 

As to claim 48, Falls and Zakai discloses the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 42, Zakai further teach the claimed limitation "wherein the file is selected as the 
one of a plurality of files managed by the directory group having a lowest file availability, 



Application/Control Number: 10/092,994 Page 21 

Art Unit: 2172 

and the other file is selected as the one of another plurality of files managed by the 
other directory group having a highest file availability" as (col. 6, lines 5-15). 

9. Claim 45 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Falls in 
view of Zakai and further in view of Rabinovich. 

As to claim 45, Falls and Zakai disclose the claimed limitation subject matter in 
claim 42, Zakai further teaches "wherein having the replica of the file and the replica of 
the other file exchanged comprises communicating with a first device on which the 
replica of the file is stored and a second device on which the replica of the other file is 
stored to have the first device transfer the replica of the file to the second device and 
delete the replica of the file on the first device, and to have the second device transfer 
the replica of the other file to the first device" as (col. 6, lines 45-55). 

Falls and Zakai does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "delete the replica 
of the other file on the second device". Rabinovich teaches delete a selected replica 
(abstract)^ """" • •■— • = • ~ , 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Rabinovich's teaching of deleting a selected replica to 
Fall's system and Zakai's system in order to maintain a replica in a storage system. 

Conclusion 

1 0. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure 

Tevis etal (US 5317728). 
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